ASFC 82-13-M 


COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 
Minutes of the Meeting held on Friday, November 19, 1982 


Present: M. Singer, Chairman, R. Breen, D. Taddeo, J. Chaikelson, R. Roy, 
J. Princez, C. Foster, T. Arbuckle-Maag, A. Broes, C. Bertrand, 

K. Bindon, D. Dicks, R. Diubaldo, J. Doyle, A. Galler, C. Kalman, 
B. Lewis, M. Oppenheim, S. McEvenue, D. McDougall, G. Newsham, 

R. Pallen, B. Petrie, A. Ross, B. Sahni, M. Squires, G. Trudel, 

G. Taggart, A. Ketter, S. Ferguson, A. Okwudi, A. Megann, P. Gott, 
J 


. Griffin, M. Mingarelli, S.Rajiva. 


Absent with Regrets: K. Kusano, K. Riener, F. MacLeod. 


1. Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 1:40 p.m. 


2. Approval of Agenda 


The addition of three items to the agenda was requested: consideration of 
a special document (ASFC 82-13-D1) pertaining to the elimination of the 
requirement of six credits in English for Mature Students; elections to 
the Faculty Honours Committee; and a question period. 


82-13-13 (Pallen/McEvenue) to approve the agenda as amended. Vote: Carried 
(1 abstention) 


Asked if he wished to have his abstention recorded, Prof. Bertrand replied 
that he was opposed to the inclusion of the first item because this was 
a special meeting called to continue the discussion of the Fahey Report. 


3. Approval of Minutes 


The Chairman reported that there were three sets of minutes to be approved 
and that he hoped that the minutes of November 5 would be ready for the 
next meeting. On a personal note, he thanked the secretary of Council 

for what amounted to an incredible effort to try to put the minutes before 
Council as quickly as possible and asked to have the appreciation of Council 
recorded in the minutes of this meeting. 


Provost Singer noted that there were one or two typographical errors in the 
minutes that had been caught and asked it there were any substantive changes 
to be made. 


Prof. Ryan, referring to motion 82-12-6 in the minutes of November 12, said 
that he had been credited with seconding a motion which he hardly would 
have seconded. 


Prof. Newsham agreed to be recorded as having seconded the motion. 


82-13-2 


5 


(Sanders/McEvenue) to approve and adopt the minutes of the meetings of 
Council held on October 8, October 22, and November 12 aa: amended, 
Vote: Carried 


Chairman's Remarks 


Provost Singer expressed his gratitude to Prof. Bertrand for his generosity 
in releasing the meeting room and so making it possible for this meeting 
to be held. 


In response to a request at the last meeting to make a report about the 
basis for the Peat Marwick recommendations, the Chairman informed the 
members of Council that the persons interviewed were the following: thirty- 
one Concordia individuals in administration, faculty, student and staff 
groups; four provincial government and one federal government representa- 
tives; seventeen presidents or vice-presidents of corporations; twelve 
representatives from various universities and CEGEPs in the province; 

three research sponsors; one media representative. As well 2,000 alumni, 

on a random basis, were sampled about their reactions to their alma mater, 
and 2,000 businessmen across the province, 


In terms of timing, the Provost said that it was the intention of Senate 

to go ahead with its meeting on November 26 and that the Chairman of each 
Council would report on the progress of discussions which had taken place 

in Councils. He said that he had been asked to report on those areas in 
which the Council takes issue with recommendations in the Fahey document, and 
that he had informed the Chairman of Senate that Council had decided to 
reserve any future discussion on the Peat Marwick document until the Phase II 
report is received. Based on the minutes just approved and the discussion 

at this meeting, Provost Singer said that he intended to give a brief state- 
ment on the rationale which led to decisions to give alternate recommenda- 
tions to those contained in the Fahey Report. 


The Chairman concluded his remarks by saying that the second meeting at 
which the Fahey Report will be considered in Senate will take place early 
in December, 


Question Period 


In reply to a question on the expected date of publication of the Phase II 
Report, the Chairman noted that rapid progress was being made but he did 

not know when it would be ready. The Steering Committee of the Phase II 
Report is aware, however, that it would be useful to have the report available 
in December. 


It was asked if it would be possible to have an entry made in the heading 
of the Peat Marwick Report to indicate that it was a "sampling of select 
groups" because while it purports to be a response to a search for Concordia's 
place in the community it did not sample people like professional women's 
groups, organizations such as the "Y", church groups, or the ethnic community. 


The Chairman replied that since it was not a Council document, and had already 
been published, that could not be done but that the idea could be passed on 
to the Chairman of the group to see what the reaction might be. 


oe 


Prof. McEvenue wondered if Senate should be made aware that although Council 
had put off its discussion on the Peat Marwick Report it had been determined 
that the Report seems to have omitted the importance of the philosophy of 
education and as a result Council would require more time for discussion; 

that the Report seems to have been written precisely for professional faculties 
aiming at jobs. Could Council formulate some general statement to avoid 

some difficulty in Senate? 


Provost Singer replied that it was his impression that there would not be 
a substantive discussion on the Peat Marwick Report in Senate, just an 
initial debate. 


A break-down of the thirty-one Concordia administration, staff, and students 
interviewed was requested. The calculation was made and it was reported that 
twenty-five administrators, academic and non-academic, were interviewed; 

four faculty members spread out over the four Faculties; one member of CUSA; 
and one representative of the staff association. 


It was asked how the 2,000 businessmen were selected. The Chairman said he 
would attempt to get that information for the next meeting. 


The consensus of Council was that the sampling was not a select group but 
rather a very unique group of people. 


6. Elections - Faculty Honours Committee 


82-13-3 Ms. Ann Howard was nominated by Mr. Griffin, seconded by Prof. Petrie to 
serve on the Faculty Honours Committee. Ms. Howard was elected by acclamation. 


7. Curriculum Committee Report (ASFC 82-13-D1) - Elimination of the Requirement 
of Six Credits in English for Mature Students 


Prof. Drysdale presented the Curriculum Committee's recommendation to Council. 


82-13-4 (McEvenue/Pallen) to adopt the recommendation of the Curriculum Committee which 
states "that the present requirement that all B.A. mature students must take 
6 of their 18 mature credits in English be eliminated, and that mature students 
be subject to the same regulations as other students in the faculty regarding 
competency in written expression". 


Provost Singer explained that there were two motivations for support by Senate 
of the recommendation; it was thought that it was double jeopardy to expect 
Mature Students to pass a test of competency in written expression and to take 
an English course as well; secondly it was the. feeling of Senate that by freeing 
a certain number of Mature Students from taking the composition course it 
would be possible to accommodate other students who needed remedial work in 
English and who would then have priority over students who wanted to take the 
course as an elective. The Chairman reminded the members of Council that 

this recommendation was included in the Appraisals Report on the Centre for 
Mature Students and that it had been referred by Council to the Curriculum 
Committee.for study. 


Prof. Broes reported that the matter had been discussed in his Department 
and that the members were in agreement with the recommendation. 


4. 


Prof. Newsham expressed her opposition to the motion; she did not consider 
it to be unfair to anybody nor was it double jeopardy since students were 
eligible to take either English 211 or a test, but not both. She did not 
think that the value of English 211 could be reduced to a one-hour test 

and outlined the usefulness of the course in helping students to do univer- 
sity work, particularly for students who have not had CEGEP training and 
who have been away from studying for some time. 


Prof. Duibaldo pointed out that it would not preclude students from taking 
English 21], 212 or 213. 


The motion was voted on and was carried. 


8. Looking to the Future - Report of the Committee on Priorities and Planning, 


and Phase I Report of the University Mission Study - Fourth Session (ASFC82-11-D1) 


Recommendation 62 (ASFC 82-11-D1) 


82-13-5 (Ryan/Kalman) to approve recommendation 62 - "it would be the task for the 
Dean of Arts and Science, in consultation with the Vice-Rector, Academic to 
recommend whether the present four-fold division would be retained". 


Prof. Doyle thought that the recommendation as expressed was purely a formal 
motion almost devoid of content and that is should be amended in such a way 
that the substantive motion would be to recommend on whether the Divisions 
be retained rather than to vote on a question of whether the Dean should 
recommend on whether the Divisions be retained. 


Prof. Oppenheim was strongly opposed to the motion as formulated and could 
not see how anyone, whether in favour of Divisions or against them could 
vote in favour of the motion. He thought it was in the purview of Council 
to recommend on the structure of the Faculty. 


Prof Sahni also spoke against the motion as it was formulated. He thought 
that the rationale for the recommendation was that when the change to 1 
Vice-Rector, 1 Dean is made there should be some time allowed for consulta- 
tion on the new structure. 


Dean Taddeo did not think that it was a prerogative of Council to burden the 
new Dean with a structure; he thought that the new Dean should give to Council 
the structure he/she sees fit. 


The motion was voted on and was defeated. (0/34/1) 


82-13-6 (Chaikelson/Bertrand) that the formal divisional structure as it now exists 
be abolished when the 1 Vice-Rector, 1 Dean structure comes into effect. 


Prof. Oppenheim argued against the motion. He wondered if Council had done 
anything of real value over the past three weeks since it seemed that it 
had already been decided, elsewhere, that there would be a change to one 
Vice-Rector and one Dean. He proposed a structure that would allow for 
Divisions, one Dean, and three (four) Associate or Assistant Deans who 
would be appointed as Deans are now appointed, and who would be given real 


power; in this way the Divisions could be retained. He supported his 
proposal from the standpoint of a philosophy of education. He said that 
there would still have to be some way for the chairmen to come together 

to discuss problems and that having thirty-five chairmen meeting together 
would be similar to a Faculty Council meeting. Referring to the Provost's 
statement that some natural groupings would likely emerge under the new 
structure, Prof. Oppenheim thought that those groupings exist now and 
should be retained. In making a comparison for four Divisions versus 

one he said that under the present system one-of the goals was that depart- 
ments and groups were encouraged to strive for academic excellence; he 
thought that that had been achieved but was not sure that it could occur 
under a single Dean structure because it would be hard for people to recog- 
nize the special needs and foci of disciplines and departments. Under a 
single structure chairmen.would become advocates and administrators which 
would, in effect, create thirty-five assistant deans and would result in 
less time being spent on teaching and research, 


Prof. Petrie said that the Deans were already too far removed from faculty. 

He asked that since it seemed to be taken for granted that :oollege 

principals are to be retained under the new structure, why then was it ob- 
vious that the Divisions have to be abandoned. He thought that it was 
difficult for the Biological and Natural Science departments to have much sym- 
pathy about what is gaing on. in the Humanities and Social Sciences ‘and 

vice versa. 


Ms. Megann spoke against the retention of Divisions based on her experience 
at another university where there was a single Faculty of Arts and Science 
and where divisions did not exist. Within two or three weeks after starting 
at Concordia she found that her isolation in Humanities had crystalized and 
she was not pleased with that aspect of her personal development. She has 
been struggling to overcome it ever since because she did not think it pro- 
ductive to think in such narrow streams. 


Prof. Lewis thought it was too early to vote on the motion saying that his 
Department had discussed recommendation 62 but had not had time to debate 
the merits of the Divisions themselves. 


Prof. Young agreed, he suggested that more time be given to the considera- 
tion of what is to be put in place of Divisions. He found the motion to 
be ambiguous, he would be willing to vote on the removal of the Deans at 
this point, but could not vote on the removal of Divisions at this stage. 


Asked to speak to her motion, Dean Chaikelson said that once the new struc- 
ture of 1 Vice-Rector, 1 Dean was accepted, she thought that to retain 

the Divisions, which to some extent are artificial administrative structures, 
yet appear in the calendar as academic entities, would be misleading. She 
suggested that it might be preferable to have an administrative structure, 
internally, that would have more flexibility and would create more direct 
contact. She did not want a formalized administrative structure which would 
then appear to be an academic structure. That is why she had proposed the 
motion, 


32-13-7 


\2-13-8 


2-13-10 


6. 


Prof. Maag sided with those who thought that it was too early to come to a 
decision, but thought that Council should clearly indicate that it is of 

the opinion that it is in the purview of Council to recommend on the structure, 
including that of retaining Divisions. She was concerned with two problems 
that should be addressed: to maintain reporting units sufficiently small 

enough to get something done, and at the same time maintain a Faculty with 
overall goals. 


Many members of Council supported the notion that it was too early to decide 
on the structure that should be adopted and that more time was needed to 
consider the matter. 


The motion was voted on and was carried. 


(Sahni/Kalman) once the new structure in terms of 1 Vice-Rector, 1 Dean of 
Arts and Science is accepted, the recommendation concerning the organizational 
Structure for the Arts and Science Faculty be formulated by a five-member 
sub-committee of the Council, to be considered by the Council. 


Prof. Chaikelson spoke in favour of the very important principle that Council 
should be cénsulted in the setting up of a structure, expressed in Prof. 
Sahni's motion, and she would prefer that to a motion calling for a committee. 


The motion was voted on and was defeated. (9/21) 


(Chaikelson/Petrie) notwithstanding the previous decisions made by the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council, Council insists on being consulted on the final 
administrative organization of Arts and Science; and in the interim, before 
the appointment of a single Dean, Council invites the submission of briefs 
to the Steering Committee on the proposed administrative organization. 
Vote: Carried (unaiimous) 


Recommendation 63 


F : ‘ : : oe 
Provost Singer reminded the members of Council that in approving Recommen 
tion 61, at the meeting of November 12, Council assumed that it was eliminat- 
ing the roles of the three Deans and the Provost. He suggested, therefore, 
that Recommendation 63 be approved without further debate. 


(Ryan/Galler) to approve recommendation 63 - "...that the role of the Provost 
in Arts and Science would be phased out and the administration of the colleges 


be assumed by the Dean in cooperation with the college principals". 
Vote: Carried 


Recommendation 65 


",..a third Vice-Rector, Student Services should be created." 


It was agreed that this item should be removed from the A priority list. 


Recommendation 59 


(Maag/Chaikelson) Council strongly supports the idea that the Vice-Rector 


Academic would be the reporting officer for the Library. 
Vote: Carried 


ie 


32/13/11 (Petrie/Broes) Council accepts that the Director of the Audio-Visual Depart- 
ment also be under the jurisdiction of the Vice-Rector Academic. 
Vote: Carried 


The consensus of the meeting was that the two motions should be combined - 
to strongly support the first part (Library) and to accept the second 
notion (Audio-Visual). 


Recommendation 60 


82-13-12 (Maag/Ryan) to approve recommendation 60 "...the Computer Centre, because its 
multiple responsibilities extend beyond its directly academic uses, is better 
supervised, as is now the case, by the Vice-Rector, Administration and 
Finance". 


Prof, Maag supported the recommendation saying that the Computer Centre, 
because of academic needs could be put under an academic head, but that 

the running of the Centre is a very complex administrative structure and 
very expensive, requiring expertise which is more likely to be found in the 
area of the Vice-Rector Administration and Finance. 


Prof. Ryan stated that he was against the motion for the same reasons 
given by the previous speaker who was in favour of the motion. 


Dean Chaikelson said that she was against the motion because she thought 
the reasoning was wrong, but on the other hand did not think that the Vice- 
Rector Academic should be burdened with yet another responsibility. 


There was general agreement with her reasoning and the motion was withdrawn. 


82-13-13 (Chaikelson/Ryan) Council wishes to advisé Senate that it cannot accept the 
argument proposed with regard to the Computer Centre, "that because its 
multiple responsibilities extend beyond its directly academic uses, is 
better supervised, as is now the case, by the Vice-Rector Administration and 
Finance"; Council is concerned that the academic needs must be clearly 
recognized by whomever supervises ‘it. 


Prof. Kalman suggested that the Fahey Committee was aware of the problems 
outlined by Council and that they were recommending that the day-to-day 
operations of the Computer Centre be the responsibility of the Vice-Rector 
Administration and Finance; that had nothing to do with the resources and 
utilization-committee referred toion page 14\ofiithe Report whitch. would::cal] 
for members from all areas under all three Vice-Rectors. It would be that 
committee that would be required to look at the whole question of utiliza- 
tion and resources. 


The motion was voted on and was carried. 


82-13-14 (Kalman/McEvenue) the computer resources and utilization committee be made 
a committee of Senate modelled after the Senate Library Committee. 


Dean Chaikelson wondered if Council should point out to the Rector that 
the difficulties Council sees with the committee proposed by the Fahey 
Committee is that they are chaired by and report to the same person and 
that it was thought that these committees should report to Senate on an 
annual basis. 


8. 


The Chairman interrupted the debate, while there was still a quorum present, 
to find out what the sense of Council was on when it should continue its 
deliberations on the remainder of the Reports. It was decided that it 

would be left to the Steering Committee, perhaps in consultation with the 
Rector on the schedule of the Senate meeting, to decide whether Council would 
meet on Manday, November 29, or Friday, December 3. 


Adjournment 


Prof, McEvenue called for adjournment, seconded by Prof. Ryan. (5:10 p.m.) 
Vote: Carried 


(4 opposed) 


